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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed December 21 , 2004 has been entered. 

Drawings 

2. The corrected or substitute drawing figure 7 was received on December 21 . 
2004. This drawing is accepted. 

Specification 

3. The corrected or substitute abstract was received on December 21, 2004. This 
abstract is accepted. 

4. The corrected or substitute specification was received on December 21 , 2004. 
This specification is accepted. 

5. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The following title is suggested: Synchronization of Bluetooth Networks, or 
Synchronization of Piconets. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 21 December, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

With regard to claims 1, 16, and 34 - 40 Examiner acknowledges applicanrs argument 
(page 17-18) with respect to the network configuration described by Smolentz as 
comprising additional elements, and that Figure 9 indeed represents BCCFP operation. 
Examiner points out that Figure 9 is not cited in the rejection of claim 1 , nor is figure 10 or 
figure 11 as cited in arguments. Smolentz specifically describes his invention (BRFP, BPP) 
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as being used in a Bluetooth network, and further that transmitter transmits a real time clock 
value at an instance in time (see column 2, lines 44 - 60). Therefore, Examiner has 
interpreted the BRFP and BPP elements as fully functional Bluetooth units operating per 
Bluetooth specifications. It is acknowledged that while Smolentz defines a larger network 
view than an individual piconets, the overall network is compromised of individual Bluetooth 
piconets. 

Examiner also acknowledges applicant's argument that instance is defined in disclosure, 
however, given the broadest interpretation of instance (a point in time between two states) 
real time clock transitions as defined in the Bluetooth specification are being interpreted as an 
instance for the purpose of examination. In this vein, Examiner also would like to point out 
that given that Bluetooth is explicitly disclosed as the standard that applicant's invention is 
based on, that Haartsen (previously cited NPL) discloses operation of synchronization and 
offsets are addressed (see page 111, Synchronization) in Bluetooth standards. Also, as 
noted in applicant's arguments (page 20), the means for transmitting synchronization in 
Bluetooth standards provide means for transmitting instances and in view of the fact that 
Smolentz's BRFPs and BPPs are defined as Bluetooth devices this functionality is inherent in 
view of Bluetooth functionality disclosed. 
7. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., embodiments 1 & 2) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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8. Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(c) because they do not 
clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in 
view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. 
Further, they do not show how the amendments avoid such references or objections. 

9. As to claims rejection of claims 1 - 40, previous rejections are listed below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. Claims 1, 2, 6, 9, 13 - 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Smolentzov et al (US Patent 6,788,656). 

With regard to Claim 1, Smolentzov teaches a method used with a transmitter (See Figure 14, 
1401) with means for reading a real time clock (Figure 1, 1402); and means for transmitting the real 
time clock value (see Figure 14, 1403 and Column 12, lines 38 -50). 

With regard to Claim 2, Smolentzov teaches a method used with transmitter for calculating the 
real time. clock value at the first instance by adding the time difference between the first instance and 
the identified instance to the real time clock value at the identified instance to obtain the real time clock 
value for the first instance (see Figure 1 0 and Column 1 0, line 46 - Column 1 1 , line 3). 

With regard to Claim 6, Smolentzov teaches a method used with transmitter comprising a 
synchronization controller for maintaining the common time reference (see Figure 10, Column 11, lines 
4-7). 

With regard to claim 9, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above, along with the use of 
the Bluetooth standard (Figure 1 , Column 12, lines 38 - 50), and the use of a common time reference 
(See Figure 10, reference 1005). 

With regard to claim 13, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above along with an 
interface for connection to a Real Time Clock or Real Time application (see Column 12, lines 38 - 50). 
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With regard to Claim 14 Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above along with an 
arrangement for asynchronous transmission real clock time value and of the identification of the first 
instance (see Column 2, lines 44 - 60). 

With regard to Claim 15 Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above along with the use 
of media devices (see Column 1 , lines 21 - 26). Examiner interprets this list to include devices 
claimed by applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. Claims 16, 17, 22, 31 - 35, and 37 - 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Smolentzov et al ('656). 

With regard to claim 16, Smolentzov teaches a transmitter as described in Claim 1 . Smolentzov 
fails to teach a receiver for the reception of this real time clock, and writing of the clock value, however 
Smolentzov states that it is required for the elements of the network to be time aligned (Column 2, line 
66 - column 3, line 6, column 12, lines 15-31, and Figure 14, 1403). Therefore it would be required 
to have a receiver capable of processing the transmitted real time clock information to achieve 
synchronization in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to claim 17, Smolentzov teaches a transmitter as described in Claim 2. Smolentzov 
fails to teach the details of the receiver necessary for the correction of this real time data. Smolentzov 
states that it is required for the elements of the network to be time aligned (Column 2, line 66 - column 
3, line 6, column 12, lines 15-31, and Figure 14, 1403). Therefore it would be required to have a 
receiver capable of processing the transmitted infonmation in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to claim 22, Smolentzov teaches a transmitter described In Claim 6. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the details of the receiver containing a synchronization controller. Smolentzov does state that 
it required for the elements of the network to be time aligned (Column 2, line 66 - column 3, line 6, 
column 12, lines 15-31, and Figure 14, 1403). Therefore it would be required to have a receiver 
containing a synchronization controller in order to have an operable network. 
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With regard to Claim 31 , Smolentzov teaches a transmitter described in Claim 1 3 above. 
Smolentzov fails to teach the details of the receiver with an interface for connection to a Real Time 
Clock or Real Time application (see Column 12, lines 38 - 50). Smolentzov does state that it required 
for the elements of the network to be time aligned (Column 2, line 66 - column 3, line 6, column 12, 
lines 15 - 31 , and Figure 14, 1403). Therefore it would be required to have a receiver containing this 
functionality in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to Claim 32, Smolentzov teaches a transmitter described in Claim 14 above. 
Smolentzov fails to teach the details of the receiver arrangement for asynchronous transmission real 
clock time value and of the identification of the first instance (see Column 2, lines 44 - 60). Smolentzov 
does state that it required for the elements of the network to be time aligned (Column 2, line 66 - 
column 3, line 6, column 12, lines 15-31, and Figure 14, 1403). Therefore it would be required to 
have a receiver containing this functionality in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to Claim 33, Smolentzov teaches a transmitter described in Claim 15 above. 
Smolentzov fails to teach the details of the receiver along with the use of media devices (see Column 
1 , lines 21 - 26). Examiner interprets this list to include devices claimed by applicant. It would have 
been obvious to incorporate a receiver in these devises to facilitate communications. 

With regard to Claim 34, the limitations of the transceiver are taught in the combination of Claims 
1 (transmitter) and 16 (receiver). This combination is taught by in Figure 1, references 101 and 103 
that show two-way communications and examiner interprets to be a transceiver. Smolentzov does not 
describe a "distal" clock. Examiner notes that "Distal" is defined as "being away from point of 
attachment." In applicant's invention this would correspond to the transmitting entity (Master) 
distributing timing and is therefore considered to be the master clock. 

With regard to Claim 35, the limitations of the transceiver are taught in Claim 2 (transmitter) and 
Claim 17 (receiver). This combination is taught by in Figure 1, references 101 and 103 that show two- 
way communications and examiner interprets to be a transceiver. Smolentzov does not describe a 
"distal" clock. Examiner notes that "Distal" is defined as "being away from point of attachment." In 
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applicant's invention this would correspond to the transmitting entity (Master) distributing timing and is 
therefore considered to be the master clock. 

With regard to Claim 37, the limitations and motivations as taught in claims 13 (transmitter) and 
31 (receiver). The transceiver is taught in Figure 1 , references 101 and 103 that show two-way 
communications and examiner interprets to be a transceiver. 

With regard to Claim 38, this method is carried out on the transceiver described by claim 37 and 
incorporates the limitations of the above referenced claims. 

With regard to Claim 39, this method is carried out on the transceiver as described in Claim 35. 

With regard to Claim 40, this network would be formed by the transceivers as taught in claim 34 
and therefore has been addressed by the discussion of Claim 34 above. 
12. Claims 7, 8, 10 - 12, 23 - 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smolentzov et al ('656) in view of Haartsen. 

With regard to Claim 7, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above and the use of the 
Bluetooth standard (Figure 1, Column 12, lines 38 - 50). Smolentzov fails to teach use of the Link 
Level synchronization for common time reference. Haartsen teaches the need for a Master node to 
provide synchronization messages (see page 110, 2"^ paragraph (mid page)). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to utilize existing Bluetooth protocol functions to convey 
synchronizations messages as the use of clock offsets is well discussed in Bluetooth specifications. 

With regard to Claim 8, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above and the use of the 
Bluetooth standard. Smolentzov fails to teach use of the Link Manager message for identification of 
real time clock value and ID of first instance. Haartsen teaches the need for a Master node to provide 
synchronization messages (see page 110, 2"^ paragraph (mid page)). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill of the art to utilize existing Bluetooth protocol functions to convey synchronizations 
messages. 

With regard to Claim 10, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 1 above. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the instance being identified by a frame/slot number. Haartsen teaches that instances are 
identified using a frame and slot number (See page 108, Dynamic slot structure 1^ paragraph and 
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page 109, Packet transmission). Because these are defined as part of the Bluetooth standard it would 
be inherent to incorporate this functionality into a transmitter for a Bluetooth application. 

With regard to claim 11, see the limitations and motivations of Claim 10 above. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the instance being predetenmined within a frame/slot. Haartsen teaches that slots and frames 
are assigned in a predetennined method as connections are established (See page 108, Dynamic slot 
structure 1^* paragraph and page 109, Packet transmission). 

With regard to claim 12, see the limitations and motivations of Claim 1 1 above. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the instance is detennined by the transmission of a message. Haartsen teaches that slots and 
frames are assigned in a predetemnined method as connections are established at a particular 
instance in time (See page 108, Dynamic slot structure 1®* paragraph and page 109, Packet 
transmission). 

With regard to claim 23, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 22. Smolentzov fails to 
teach the details of the synchronization controller with correlation means for identifying access codes 
preceding the payload of data packets. Haartsen teaches this as a fundamental part of the Bluetooth 
requirements (See Synchronization, 2""^ paragraph, page 111). It would be inherent to have a receiver 
containing this function in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to claim 24, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 23 above. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the updating of synchronization as packets are received. Haartsen teaches this as a 
fundamental part of the Bluetooth requirements (See Synchronization, 2"^ paragraph, page 111). It 
would be inherent to have a receiver containing this function in order to have an operable network. 

With regard to claim 25, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of Claim 22 above. Smolentzov fails 
to teach the synchronization controller providing bit level synchronization. Haartsen teaches this as a 
fundamental part of the Bluetooth requirements (See Synchronization, 2""* paragraph, page 111). The 
synchronization of the Slave's timing reference to the master's timing reference in a system operation 
in a serial bit stream makes the bit-level synchronization of this system and inherent property as the 
two clocks are locked to one another It would be inherent to have a receiver containing this function in 
order to have an operable network. 
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With regard to Claim 26, Smolentzov and Haartsen teach the limitations and motivations for a 
transmitter in Claim 7 above. Smolentzov fails to teach the details of the receiver, however it would be 
required to have a receiver perfomning this operation in order to have an operable system. Motivation 
to combine described as above in Claim 22. 

With regard to Claim 27, Smolentzov teaches the limitations of a transmitter in Claim 8 above. 
Smolentzov fails to teach the details of the receiver however it would be required to have a receiver 
perfomiing this operation in order to have an operable system. Motivation to combine described as 
above in Claim 22. 

With regard to Claim 28, the limitations of a transmitter are taught in Claim 10. It would be 
required to have a receiver capable of processing the transmitted slots/frames/instances in order to 
have an operable network. 

With regard to Claim 29, the limitations of a transmitter are taught in Claim 1 1 . It would be 
required to have a receiver capable of processing the transmitted slots/frames/instances in order to 
have an operable network. 

With regard to Claim 30, the limitations of a transmitter are taught in Claim 12. It would be 
required to have a receiver capable of processing the transmitted slots/frames/instances in order to 
have an operable network. 
13. Claims 3 -5, 18-21, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smolentzov et al ('656) in view of Geller et a! (GB 227851 9A). 

With regard to Claim 3, the limitations of the transmitter as taught in Claim 1. Smolentzov does 
not discuss the first instance is in the past at the moment of transmission. Geller describes a 
mechanism for synchronizing the clock backward (see page 7, line 24 - page 8, line 2). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Smolentzov's system with Geller's system to 
produce a system that would be capable of having high accuracy time synchronization (See Geller, 
abstract). 

With regard to Claim 4. the limitations of the transmitter as taught in Claim 1. Smolentzov does 
not discuss the first instance is in the future at the moment of transmission. Geller describes a 
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mechanism for synchronizing the clock forward (see page 8, lines 3-13), Motivation to combine as 
taught in Claim 3 above. 

With regard to Claim 5, limitations of Claim 1 as taught above. Smolentzov does not discuss the 
identified instance and first instance being simultaneous. Geller describes a mechanism for 
synchronizing the clock at a common instance (see page 8, lines 3-13). Motivation to combine as 
taught in Claim 3 above. 

With regard to Claim 18, limitations and motivation as taught in claims 3 and 16 above. 

With regard to Claim 19, limitations as taught in claim 16 above. Smolentzov fails to teach 
calculation of time difference. Geller teaches a method for calculating the clock value (see page 6, 
lines 20 - 37). Motivation to combine as taught in Claim 3 above. 

With regard to Claim 20, limitations and motivation as taught in claims 5 and 16 above. 

With regard to Claim 21 , limitations as taught in claim 16 above. Smolentzov fails to teach 
determining time instance. Geller teaches a method for detemiining the clock value (see page 6, lines 
20 - 37). Motivation to combine as taught in Claim 3 above. 

With regard to Claim 36, limitations as taught in Claims 34 and 35, with the additional limitations 
as described in Claims 3 and 19. This combination is taught by in Figure 1, references 101 and 103 
that show two-way communications and examiner interprets this to be a transceiver. Motivation to 
combine as discussed in referenced claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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14. Claims 41 - 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haartsen (US-6,574,266). 

With regard to claim 41 , Haartsen teaches a transmitter for transmitting in a Bluetooth 
system compromising a transmitter and at least one receiver (see column 5, lines 4 - 8), 
wherein transmitter is arranged to synchronize to a time reference having distinguishable 
instances, transmitter comprising: means for obtaining a clock value at an identified instance 
of the common time reference, and means for transmitting an identification of the an 
identification of a 1^* instance of common time reference and an identification of a clock value 
that is valid at 1^* instance of the common reference (see column 5, lines 8-14 where this is 
interpreted as equivalent). Haartsen is silent with respect to a low power frequency hopping 
network, but it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the Bluetooth system 
could easy be described as a low-power frequency hopping network. 

With regard to claim 42, Haartsen.teaches a receiver for receiving in a Bluetooth system 
compromising at least receiver and a transmitter (see column 5, lines 4 - 8), wherein receiver 
is arranged to synchronize to a common time reference having distinguishable instances, 
receiver comprising: means for receiving a transmitted identification of a clock value and an 
identification at an instance of the common time reference, and means for determining a 
clock value valid at a 2""* instance of common time reference, from the received identification 
of a clock value and received identification of a 1^* instance (see column 5, lines 8-23 where 
this is interpreted as equivalent). Haartsen is silent with respect to a low power frequency 
hopping network, but it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the Bluetooth 
system could easy be described as a low-power frequency hopping network. 
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With regard to claims 43 and 44, the steps claimed as method are a restatement.of the 
function of the apparatus of claims 41 and 42, and therefore would have been obvious and 
are similarly rejected. 

Other Cited Prior Art 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Larsson (US-6,697,638), van der Tuijn (US-6,683,886), and 
Haartsen (US-6, 51 9,460) all disclose Bluetooth communications systems and 
techniques. 

Conclusion 

16. Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Jacob Meek whose telephone number is (571)272-3013. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jay Patel can be reached on (571)272-2988. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





JAY K. PATEL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



